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Under various constitutional or statutory provisions, courts of general jurisdiction are 
limited in their jurisdiction to cases involving amounts in excess of a specified amount, and 
inferior courts of limited jurisdiction are limited in their jurisdiction to actions involving 
amounts below or between specified amounts. 


In general, the amount or value of the matter in controversy is an essential element in the 
determination of the subject matter jurisdiction of courts,! whether the amount is a threshold 


jurisdictional floor? or a ceiling on claims before the particular court.” 


The absence of jurisdiction may require dismissal of an action timely shown to be outside the 


court's jurisdictional limitations on amounts in controversy“ or may require transfer of the action 
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to the court with jurisdiction.’ A judgment rendered in an action outside the court's jurisdictional 
amount limit is void? and thus insufficient as a basis for res judicata in relation to subsequently 


asserted claims in a court with proper jurisdiction.’ 


The courts may have discretion to address lesser claims in limited circumstances? and may leave 
the issue of jurisdictional amount to be decided after a trial on the merits when the amount is in 


dispute.” 


While, generally, a court of limited jurisdiction lacks jurisdiction to award a judgment in excess of 


an amount specified as jurisdictional,” under some authority, a statutory limitation on the amount 
in controversy is not a limitation on the court's power to render a judgment, as long as the original 
amount in controversy is within the jurisdictional limit, and the fact that the damages later exceed 


that limit does not prevent the court from rendering judgment. !! 


CUMULATIVE SUPPLEMENT 
Cases: 


Regardless of whether or not co-buyer who brought action against credit union met the monetary 
jurisdictional threshold for the district court, the district court independently acquired jurisdiction 
due to co-buyer's request for injunctive relief; taking co-buyer's allegations in the complaint as true, 
that she and other class members would suffer irreparable injury if credit union was not enjoined 
from further wrongful collection activities, co-buyer alleged actual and threatened injury. Castillo 
v. United Federal Credit Union, 409 P.3d 54 (Nev. 2018). 


Court rule requiring district court to transfer to superior court, rather than dismiss, action for which 
damages exceeded district court's jurisdictional limit of $100,000, was rule of procedure that did 
not impermissibly infringe on legislature's sole constitutional authority to prescribe powers, duties, 
and jurisdiction of district courts; rule did not impermissibly extend district court's subject matter 
jurisdiction. Wash. Const. art. 4, § 10; WA R Civ Ltd Juris CRLJ 14A(b). Banowsky v. Guy 
Backstrom, DC, 445 P.3d 543 (Wash. 2019). 


[END OF SUPPLEMENT] 
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